











County, Pennsylvania (located in the Allegheny County nonattainment area). All of the receptors, except
for the Allegheny County receptor, are projected to remain problem receptors in 2025.'! Attachment 1
contains more details on the future year design value analysis. Attachment 2 includes projected design
values for all PM> s monitors in the Continental U.S. with valid data.

Table 1. Potential nonattainment and maintenance receptors for the 2012 PM> s NAAQS in 2017 and 2025.
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60190011 | California Fresno Nonattainment Nonattainment
60195001 | California Fresno Nonattainment Nonattainment
60195025 | California Fresno Nonattainment Nonattainment
60250005 | California Imperial Nonattainment Nonattainment
60290014 | California Kern Nonattainment Nonattainment
60290016 | California Kern Nonattainment Nonattainment
60311004 | California Kings Nonattainment Nonattainment
60371002 | California Los Angeles Maintenance Maintenance
60392010 | California Madera Nonattainment Nonattainment
60470003 | California Merced Nonattainment® Nonattainment
60658001 | California Riverside Nonattainment Maintenance
60658005 | California Riverside Nonattainment Nonattainment
60990006 | California Stanislaus Nonattainment Nonattainment
60990005 | California Stanislaus Nonattainment Maintenance
60710025 | California San Bernardino Maintenance Maintenance
60771002 | California San Joaquin Maintenance Maintenance
61072002 | California Tulare Nonattainment Nonattainment

160790017 | Idaho Shoshone Maintenance Maintenance
420030064 | Pennsylvania Allegheny Maintenance Attainment

*The Merced County monitor is attaining the 2012 PM2s NAAQS based on the most recent certified air quality data (2012-
2014). Therefore, in the proposed CSAPR Update, the receptor would be considered to be a maintenance receptor in both

2017 and 2025.

For purposes of evaluating interstate transport consistent with the court’s holding in North Carolina, it
may be appropriate to evaluate projected air quality in 2021, which is the attainment deadline for 2012

PM2s NAAQS nonattainment areas classified as Moderate. Since modeling results are only available for

" The EPA modeling does not consider additional local controls that might be required as part of reasonably available control
technology/reasonably available control measure and other reasonable measures that must be implemented in nonattainment
areas as part of their SIP planning process. In addition, if the areas do not attain the NAAQS by 2021 and are reclassified as
Serious nonattainment areas, they will be required to impose best available control technology/best available control measure
controls as part of their Serious area SIP.
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2017 and 2025, one way to assess potential receptors for 2021 is to assume that receptors projected to
have average and/or maximum design values above the NAAQS in both 2017 and 2025 are also likely to
be either nonattainment or maintenance receptors in 2021. Similarly, it may be reasonable to assume that
receptors that are projected to attain the NAAQS in both 2017 and 2025 are also likely to be attainment
receptors in 2021. Where a potential receptor is projected to be nonattainment or maintenance in 2017,
but projected to be attainment in 2025, further analysis of the emissions and modeling may be needed to
make a further judgement regarding the receptor status in 2021. See Attachment 1 for a more detailed
discussion of the potential receptor status in 2021.

In relying on the information provided in this memo, states should consider that there are no projected
PM: 5 design values for certain downwind states or counties with incomplete ambient monitoring data
(see footnote 8). In evaluating their contribution to potential air quality problems in those areas that may
not have been identified by the EPA’s modeling, possible upwind states (especially those bordering the
particular downwind states or counties identified in footnote 8) should consider additional data and
information, such as the latest available ambient monitoring data (e.g.. 2014 and 2015) for those
downwind states or counties. These possible upwind states should work with their EPA Regional offices
to develop approvable demonstrations showing, where possible, that they will not contribute
significantly or interfere with maintenance of the 2012 PM2 s NAAQS in any downwind state.

The information provided in this memo may be supplemented with any additional technical information
that states believe is relevant for consideration. States may also choose to use different information from
what is provided in this memo in order to identify nonattainment and maintenance receptors relevant to
development of their good neighbor SIPs, in which case states should submit that information along with
a full explanation and technical analysis for evaluation by the EPA.

Step 2. Identification of States Contributing to Downwind Nonattainment Maintenance Receptors

In the past, the EPA has used source apportionment “contribution modeling™ in tandem with a screening
threshold to identify contributing upwind states warranting further review and analysis. States whose
contribution to an air quality impact at one or more downwind problem receptors was greater than or
equal to the screening threshold were identified as needing further evaluation for actions to address
transported emissions. States whose contribution to air quality impacts at all downwind problem
receptors that were below this threshold were identified as states not requiring further evaluation for
actions to address transported emissions. These latter states had no emissions reduction obligation under
the good neighbor provision because they make an insignificant contribution to identified downwind air
quality problems.

Where concentration estimates have been available, but contribution modeling has not been available,
the EPA and states have used a weight of evidence approach to assess PM; 5 transport from a given state
to a given downwind receptor location. A state's submission for this requirement should provide the
technical information that the state deems appropriate to support its conclusions. Prior guidance and
EPA SIP actions suggest that suitable information might include, but is not limited to, information
concerning emissions in the state, meteorological conditions in the state and in potentially impacted
states, monitored ambient pollutant concentrations in the state and in potentially impacted states,



distances to the nearest areas not attaining the NAAQS in other states, and air quality modeling.'? As an
example, the February 23, 2015, Federal Register notice for the proposed rulemaking addressing the
Idaho State Implementation Plan for Interstate Transport of Fine Particulate Matter examined technical
information, including meteorological and other characteristics, as well as source apportionment data
that provides information on how Idaho sources influence PMaz s levels at monitors in National Parks and
wilderness areas surrounding Idaho. This submittal demonstrated by total weight of all the evidence
taken together that sources from Idaho did not significantly contribute to nonattainment or interfere with
maintenance of the applicable NAAQS in any other state. '’

The EPA has not conducted, and does not plan to conduct, contribution modeling for purposes of the
2012 PM2.s NAAQS. Given the limited number of receptors and their locations, nationwide contribution
modeling by the EPA or the states does not appear to be necessary at this time. The EPA believes that a
proper and well-supported weight of evidence approach could provide sufficient information for
purposes of addressing transport with respect to the 2012 PM2s NAAQS. It is, however, important and
necessary that states work with their EPA Regional offices to ensure that the submittals provide an
adequate technical basis for any conclusions regarding contribution to other states.

Conclusion

As noted above, the EPA expects that, with support from the modeling described in Attachment 1 and a
weight of evidence assessment of a state’s contribution to any identified problem receptor(s), most states
will be able to develop good neighbor SIPs that demonstrate that they do not contribute significantly to
nonattainment or interfere with maintenance of the 2012 PMz s NAAQS in any downwind state. These
SIPs will need to contain adequate information and a technical analysis to support this demonstration. If
such a demonstration cannot be made, states should evaluate available measures for achieving any
necessary and timely emission reductions to address the state’s significant contribution to nonattainment
or interference with maintenance of the NAAQS in downwind states.

For Further Information
If you have any questions concerning this information, please contact Lev Gabrilovich, at (919) 541-

1496, Gabrilovich. Lev@epa. gov.

Attachments (2)

12 See id. See also “Guidance on SIP Elements Required Under Sections 110(a)(1) and (2) for the 2006 24-Hour Fine Particle
(PM2s) National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS),” Memorandum from William T. Harnett, Director, Air Quality
Policy Division (September 25, 2009). This guidance provided that each state’s SIP submission for the 2006 24-hour PM: 5
NAAQS should explain whether emissions from the state significantly contribute to nonattainment of the NAAQS or
interference with maintenance of the NAAQS in any other state, including technical information to support the state’s
conclusion, and should address any such impact. This guidance is available online at

http:/hwww3.epa.gov/ttn/caaa/t I/memoranda/20090925 _harnett_pm?23 sip _110al2.pdyf.

13 See Proposed Rule, Approval and Promulgation of the Idaho State Implementation Plan for Interstate Transport of Fine
Particulate Matter, 80 FR 9423 (February 23, 2015). See Final Rule, Approval and Promulgation of the 1daho State
Implementation Plan for Interstate Transport of Fine Particulate Matter. 80 FR 21181 (April 17, 2015).
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